The quality of corporate governance service in the parastatal (also called public entity) and listed industrial rnmpany sectors of the South African economy was assessed. The assessment was done using newly developed service quality assessment instruments. The reliability of the findings on the quality of corporate governance service implied a 99.5% probability that the sample mean did not differ from the population mean by more than 0.2 on a seven-point scale. In both sectors the actual corporate governance service was assessed against two levels of expectation, namely the desired service level and the lowest acceptable service level. The instruments were the same except for a few adaptations to cater for the less stringently legislated listed company sector and to provide for insights gained from the first assessment. Both assessments resulted in the same four dimensions, namely 'directing and monitoring', 'board capacity·. ·assurance· and ·responsiveness and reliability'. One fundamental difference was reported, namely that the listed company directors' corporate governance was in total, in all four dimensions and on all criteria assessed as between the lowest acceptable and the desired service levels. The public entity directors' corporate governance service was in total, in all four dimensions and on all criteria assessed as below the desired as well as the lowest acceptable service levels. The standard deviations as reported were such that it has to be concluded that acceptable and unacceptable corporate governance service levels are found in public entities as well as in listed companies. The assessment results are reported below graphically. Three criteria appeared on both assessments' lists often worst-assessed criteria. They were directors 'being always properly prepared for meetings·. "doing their homework thoroughly' and 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty, for example with their own claims·.
Introduction
During the past decade or so the role of corporate governance in the success or failure of entities has become increasingly prominent. Researchers, mainly after scandals, consistently report (Butler, 1991: 24; Daily & Dalton, 1994: 647; Finkelstein & Boyd, 1998: 179; Melville-Ross, 1996: 54; Pearce, 1991: 157) correlations between success and 'good governance practices' and between failure and 'bad governance practices·. Sometimes recommendations (Corrin, 1993: 81) are not based on finding of correlations but on logic or personal opinion. Pleas (Millstein, 1997 : 10, Sanders & Carpenter, 1998 and Singleton-Green, 1993: 45) before, during and after interventions to advance good governance practices, continue. Examples of the numerous commissions and committees used to investigate corporate governance are the Treadway Commission (1987) in the United States, the Cadbury Commission (1992) in the United Kingdom and the King Committee (1994) in South Africa. Over time good governance commissions have resulted in voluntary and sometimes not so voluntary compliance with good governance practices. Although the wisdom of national and universal standardization of good governance practices is still hotly debated, research (De Castro, 1998: 23; Conner, 1995: 19; Bryne, 1996: 64) indicates increased compliance with such practices.
Scientific assessment of the quality of corporate governance as opposed to the level of compliance with good governance standards, remains largely unreported. Two research projects in South Africa may shed some light on the quality of corporate governance in South Africa. In the first study (Yan Wyk, 1998) the author assesses the quality of corporate governance in South African state-funded entities, called public entities, as practiced by these entities' directors. Public entity directors are, almost without exception, non-executive. In his second study the author assesses the quality of corporate gov· ernance in the industrial sector of companies listed on the Johannesburg Stock Exchange. Listed company directors compris'! a mix of executive and non-executive people.
An instrument to assess the quality of the corporate I governance service
A fundamental premise in the assessment of the quality of I corporate governance is that corporate governance entails the rendering of a service. In the case of companies the directors render the corporate governance service to shareholders as the main clients. In the case of public entities the taxpayer is the main client. The service involved in governing corpora· tions meets the criteria of Parasuraman et al. (I 988: 13) for qualifying as a service, namely intangibility. heterogeneity. , and the inseparability of production and consumption.
A recent literature review of service measurement instru· ments revealed that there was no instrument specificall) designed and used to evaluate the quality of corporate governance service, whether in commercial companies or m public entities. Extensive use of a service quality assessment instrument called SERVQUAL was however reported (Babakus & Boller, 1992: 253-268;  Carman, 1990 : 33-~i: Chaston, 1995 Cronin & Taylor, 1994 : 125-IJ · Herbert, 1994 Kettinger & Lee, 1994: 737-767; ~: asuraman et al., 1988: 12-40; Parasuraman et al., 1991 : 4~ Parasuraman et al. ( 1994 . These are the expected service level, the lowest acceptable service level and the actually experienced service level. In generating criteria items to capture the specified domain (Parasuraman et al., 1988: 38) , SERVQUAL's items for assessing service in general were supplemented with items identified through a literature review of corporate governance. In addition to these items and the 22 SERVQUAL items, items submitted by experts in The Institute of Directors' training videos were used to develop an item bank for consideration by a panel of researchers from the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC). This HSRC panel's input resulted in the elimination of some SERVQUAL items, and an initial instrument with 55 items was subsequently used for scale purification with the public entities. A marginally revised instrument with 54 items was later used with the listed companies. This revision was undertaken to accommodate the different nature of the listed companies.
Public entity survey
Some two years prior to the survey the Minister of Finance instructed a total of twenty entities (SAICA, 1995) to comply with prescribed good governance practices. In the year preceding the survey these public entities had a combined turnover of R55 billion and they were used as the population for the purposes of the survey. Approximately 140 executives in these public entities regularly attended board meetings but were not directors themselves. Ninety-seven of these executives were requested to assess the quality of the corporate governance~ service rendered by their boards and 49 eventually responded.
The 49 responses were processed and the scale was purified in accordance with Churchill's (I 979: 69) recommendations. Several rounds of computing coefficient alphas (on the expected minus experienced service level scores), eliminating items with low corrected item-to-total correlations and oblique factor analysis in terms of the OBLIMIN procedure in SPSS were done. In accordance with Parasuraman et al. (I 988: 20) some items were reassigned to other dimensions, and by repeating the item-deletion and reassigning process several times the number of items was reduced to 31, representing four distinct dimensions.
After executing the above procedure the alpha values ranged between 0.84 and 0.95 in the four dimensions, with factor loadings ranging between 0.42 and 0.93. The average pairwise correlation between the four factors following oblique rotation was 0.29, and in all three of the above areas (alpha values, factor loadings and pairwise correlation) the 49 results were similar to or better than those achieved bv Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 24 ) . Churchill ( 1979: 68) repo~s that Nunally proposed alphas between 0.50 and 0.60 for similar early-stage basic research and states that increasing alphas beyond 0.80 is regarded as wasteful.
The final four dimensions with their concise definitions were as follows: -Directing and monitoring: giving direction to and monitoring the entity; -Board capacity: having the capacity to execute the corporate governance; -Responsiveness and reliability: having the willingness and dependability to act; -Assurance: caring for the stakeholders.
The reliability of linear combination (total scale reliability) was 0.96. This alpha again substantially exceeds the 0.90 required by Churchill ( 1979: 68) for applied research as well as his 0.95 requirement for reliability for basing important decisions on. The percentage variance extracted by the four factors was 70.3.
Listed industrial companies survey
For the purposes of this assessment the Financial Mail 's 1997 (363-366) Top Companies Survey was used. The company secretaries of the 200 largest (ranked by turnover and with a total annual turnover of over R500 billion) listed industrial companies were requested to assess the quality of their board's corporate governance service. Sixty secretaries eventually responded. The assessment was done with a minimally revised instrument (to accommodate the different naturP. of the listed companies) consisting of 54 items. After executing the procedures described above as for the public entities, the alpha values ranged between 0.86 and 0.95 in the four dimensions, with factor loadings ranging between 0.31 and 0.83. The average pairwise correlation between the four factors following oblique rotation was 0.39 and in all three of the above areas (alpha values, factor loadings and pairwise correlation) the results were again similar to or better than those achieved by Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 24) .
Thirty-six items remained in the instrument and the final four dimensions with their concise definitions were the same as for the public entities.
The reliability of linear combination (total scale reliability) was 0.965. This alpha again substantially exceeds the 0.90 required by Churchill ( 1979: 68) for applied research as well as his 0.95 requirement for reliability for basing important decisions on. The percentage variance extracted by the four factors was 65.7.
Validity
The final assessment instruments used for assessing the public entities and the listed companies are attached as Annexures I and 2. After finalizing the two instruments and verifying their content validity, a review of both instruments was done to ensure that they measured what they were supposed to measure and that they measured all the important facets of the domain. The items that had been dropped from the instruments to increase reliability were checked against those remaining in the instruments and against the expert opinions to ensure that the level of content validity required by Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 28) was met. In addition and for the same purpose, the items remaining in the instrument were checked for completeness against the literary review. Twentynine of the 31 items in the final public entity instrument again featured among the 36 items that survived the reliability purification of the listed company instrument.
In assessing SERYQUAL's convergence validity, Parasuraman et al. ( 1988:28) measured the correlation between the responses to the SERYQUAL scores and to a question that provided an overall rating of the service under evaluation. This was also done for both new instruments. Regarding correlation with measures of other related variables, the respondents to the public entity instrument were asked to rate the corporate governance service's overall quality by marking one of the four words 'poor', 'fair', 'good' and 'top'. The correlation between this rating of overall quality and the scores was examined using a one-way analysis of variance with the categories 'poor' and 'fair' combined. Separate analyses of variance were conducted for the total scale and for each dimension, with the differences between desired and actual and between lowest acceptable and actual scores acting as dependent variables during separate runs. Duncan's (Parasuraman et al., 1988: 29) multiple-range test was then applied to further investigate the analysis of variance results. Statistically significant different averages were found between the top/good and the fair/poor categories but not between the top and good or fair and poor categories. The full findings are reported in Annexure 3.
In both final instruments validity was assessed (following Churchill, 1979: 70 and Parasuraman et al., 1988: 30) by determining whether the construct being evaluated was empirically associated with the measures of other conceptually related variables. The respondents were asked two general questions (marked 'Recommend' and 'Problem' in Annexure 4 for the public entities and 'Recommend' and 'Queried' in Annexure 4 for the listed companies) that were expected to correlate conceptually with perceived quality. If the respondents answered 'yes' to the question 'would you recommend the board for appointment at another company' and 'no' to the question 'have you ever seriously questioned the board's governance', such a board was hypothesized to render better service quality than others.
With the public entities it was found that in all four dimensions and on the combined scale the mean responses of the respondents willing to recommend their boards were significantly different from the mean responses of the respondents not willing to recommend their boards. This was the case on both levels of satisfaction, namely expected minus actual and lowest acceptable minus actual service 'levels. The mean responses of the respondents who had seriously questioned their boards were for the combined scales at both levels of satisfaction, namely expected minus actual and lowest acceptable minus actual service levels, significantly different from the responses of the respondents who had not seriously questioned their boards. At both service levels this significant difference was observed for five of the eight dimensions. These findings are similar to those of Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 30) and meet Churchill's (I 979: 70) requirement of responses correlating with other measures of the same variable. It was therefore concluded that the strength and persistence of the S.Afr J Bus Manage.1999,30(2) linkages between overall quality and this instrument's clearly indicated that the instrument's convergence v~°: was equal to that of SER VQUAL. ty With the listed companies it was also found that in all t dimensions and o~ t~e combined scale the moon response~~ the respondents w11lmg to recommend their boards were · s1g. nificantly ~i'.ferent from the mean responses of the respondents not w1llmg to recommend their boards. This was the case on both levels of satisfaction, namely expected minus actual and lowest acceptable minus actual service levels. The mean responses of the respondents who had seriously questioned their boards were for the combined scales at the lowest acceptable minus actual level of satisfaction significantly differ. ent from the responses of the respondents who had not seriously questioned their boards but not at the expected minus actual level. At the lowest minus actual service level this significant difference was observed for all four dimensions but at the expected minus actual service level for only one of the four dimensions. These findings are similar to those of Parasuraman et al. ( 1988: 30) and meet Churchill's (1979: 70) requirement of responses correlating with other measures of the same variable. It was therefore concluded that the strength and persistence of the linkages between overall quality and this instrument's scores clearly indicated that the instrument's convergence validity was equal to that of SERVQUAL.
Results: the quality of corporate governance in public entities
The findings of the assessment of the quality of corporate governance in public entities are fully set out in Annexure 5 ..
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the overall instrument, a mean desired service level of 6.3 (stand· ard deviation 0.4). The item with the highest desired service level was 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.9 and a standard deviation of 0.3. The item with the lowest desired service level was 'delivering tangible benefits by knowing important people', with a mean score of 5.6 and a standard deviation of 1.4. The dimension 'board capacity' recorded the highest desired mean score of 6.5 (standard deviation 0.5), with the remaining three dimensions all recording desired mean scores of 6.3.
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the overall instrument, a mean lowest acceptable service level of 5.3 (standard deviation 0.8). The item with the highest mean score on this lowest acceptable service level was 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.4 and a standard deviation of 0.8. The item that scored the lowest in this category was 'delivering tangible benefits by knowing important people', with a mean score of 4.5 and a standard deviation of 1.5. The dimension 'board capacity' recorded the highest lowest acceptable mean score of s. 7 (standard deviation 0.7) with 'directing and monitoring' sec: ond (mean score 5.3 and standard deviation 0.8), 'assurance third (mean score 5.2 and standard deviation 0.8) and 're· sponsiveness and reliability', lowest (mean score 5.0 and standard deviation 0.9).
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the overall instrument, a mean actual service level of 4.4 (stand~ ard deviation 1.0). The item with the highest experience service level was 'ensuring that sound financial controls are S AfrJ.Bus. Manage 1999,30(2) in place', with a mean score of 5 .4 and a standard deviation of 1.4. The item with the lowest experienced service level was •utilizing the best external advice and assistance', with a mean score of 4.0 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimension 'board capacity' recorded the highest experienced mean score of 4.8 (standard deviation I. I), with 'directing and monitoring' second (mean score 4.5 and standard deviation 1.0), and 'assurance' third (mean score 4.4 and standard deviation I. I). 'Responsiveness and reliability' received the lowest mean score of 4.2, with a standard deviation of 1.2. et al. (1994: 202) recommend that service be assessed by subtracting the desired service level from the experienced service level. This should be done not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the overall instrument, with the answer called the measure of service superiority (MSS). In items and dimensions where this measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level exceeds the desired service level. In items and dimensions where this measure gives a negative answer the experienced service level is lower than the desired service level.
Parasuraman
The calculated MSS for the overall assessment resulted in a mean service level of -1.9 (standard deviation 1.0). This implies that the mean experienced service fell short of the expected service by I . 9 when measured on a seven-point scale. Without exception the service level in all items fell short of the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The item with the least negative score was 'ensuring that sound financial controls are in place', with a mean score of -I.I and a standard deviation of 1.3. Three items recorded the same third most negative score of -2.3, namely 'adding value through their strategic guidance' (standard deviation 1.3), 'promptness in taking governance action' (standard deviation 1.5) and 'governing continually and not only when convenient' (standard deviation 1.5). The item 'dependability in handling stakeholder's problems' recorded the second most negative score of-2.4, with a standard deviation of 1.5. The item 'having the knowledge to optimally govern' recorded the most negative score, namely -2.5 with a standard deviation of 1.7. Regarding dimensionality, without exception the service level in all four dimensions fell short of the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The dimension with the least negative score was 'board capacity', with a mean score of-1.6 and a standard deviation of 1.1. The dimension with the second least negative score was 'directing and monitoring', with a mean score of -1.8 and a standard deviation of 1.1. The dimension with the second highest negative score was 'assurance', with a mean score of -1.9 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimension with the highest negative score was 'responsiveness and reliability', with a mean score of -2.1 and a standard deviation of 1.2. et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service further be assessed by subtracting the lowest acceptable service level from the experienced service level. This should be done not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the overall instrument with the answer called the measure of service adequacy (MSA). In items and dimensions where this measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level :xceeds the lowest acceptable service level. In items and diinensions where this measure gives a negative answer the ex-perienced service level is lower than the lowest acceptable service level.
The calculated MSA for the overall assessment resulted in a mean service level of -0.9 (standard deviation 1.2). This implies that the mean experienced service fell short of the lowest acceptable service by 0.9 when measured on a seven-point scale. Without exception, when measured against this lowered standard, the service level in all items still fell short of the lowest accept<;1ble expectation when the MSA was used. The two items that had the same least negative mean score of -0.2 were 'delivering tangible benefits by knowing important people' (standard deviation 2.0) and ·willingness to help stakeholders' (standard deviation 1.4 ). Three items recorded the same third most negative score of -I. I, namely 'disallowing each other private, hidden agendas· (standard deviation 1.6), 'promptness in taking governance action' (standard deviation 1.8) and 'governing continually and not only when convenient' (standard deviation 1.9). Two items recorded the same second most negative mean score of -1.2, namely 'having the confidence of stakeholders· (standard deviation 1.5) and 'being always properly prepared for meetings· (standard deviation 1.7). The item "having the knowledge to optimally govern' recorded the most negative mean score, namely -1.5, with a standard deviation of 1.8. Regarding dimensionality, without exception the service level in all four dimensions fell short of the desired expectation when the MSA was used. Three dimensions recorded the same negative mean score of -0.8, with 'directing and monitoring' and 'board capacity' having standard deviations of I .2 and ·assurance· having a standard deviation of 1.4. The dimension with the highest negative score was 'responsiveness and reliability', with a mean score of -1.5 and a standard deviation of 1.8.
Results: the quality of corporate governance in listed industrial companies
The findings of the assessment of the quality of corporate governance in listed industrial companies are fully set out in Annexure 5.
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale, an overall mean desired service level of 6.2 (standard deviation 0.5). The two items with the highest desired servi..:e level of 6.8 were 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a standard deviation of0.6, and 'preventing the CEO from misleading the board', with a standard deviation of0.4. The item with the lowest desired service level was 'serving on the board for an optimal period only', with a mean score of 5.1 and a standard deviation of 1.4. The dimensions 'assurance' (standard deviation 0.5) and 'responsiveness and reliability' (standard deviation 0.6) recorded the highest desired mean score of 6.4, with 'directing and monitoring' recording 6.3 (standard deviation 0.5) and 'board capacity' recording 5.9 (standard deviation 0. 7).
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale for the overall instrument, a mean lowest acceptable service level of 4.9 (standard deviation 0.8). The item with the highest mean score on this lowest acceptable service level was 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.1 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The item that scored the lowest in this category was 'serving on the board for an optimal period only', with a mean score of 3. 7 and a standard deviation of 1.5. The dimension 'responsiveness and reliability' recorded the highest mean score on this lowest acceptable scale, namely 5.1 (standard deviation 1.0) with 'directing and monitoring' and 'assurance' (standard deviations both 0.9) recording a mean score of 5.0 and 'board capacity' recording the lowest score (mean score 4.6 and standard deviation 1.0).
The respondents indicated, on a seven-point scale, an overall mean actual service level of 5.4 (standard deviation 0.9). The item with the highest experienced service level was 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty', with a mean score of 6.4 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The item with the lowest experienced service level was 'providing diversity through biographical composition', with a mean score of 4.1 and a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimension 'responsiveness and reliability' recorded the highest experienced mean score of 5.7 (standard deviation 0.7), with 'directing and monitoring' (standard deviation 0.9) and 'assurance' (standard deviation 1.0) at 5.5. 'Board capacity' recorded the lowest mean score of 5.0, with a standard deviation of0.9.
As explained under the public entities section, Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service be assessed by subtracting the desired service level from the experienced service level. This should be done not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the overall instrument, with the answer called the measure of service superiority (MSS). In items and dimensions where this measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level exceeds the desired service level. In items and dimensions where this measure gives a negative answer the experienced service level is lower than the desired service level. The calculated MSS for the overall assessment resulted in a mean service level of --0.8 (standard deviation 0.8). This implies that the mean experienced service fell short of the expected service by 0.8 when measured on a seven-point scale. Without exception the service level in all items fell short of the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The three items with the same least negative score of --0.4 were 'displaying impeccable integrity and honesty' (standard deviation 1.0), 'having members with expert financial knowledge' (standard deviation 1.1) and 'having the optimal ratio executives/non-executives' (standard deviation of 1.4). The item 'providing diversity through biograph_ical composition' recorded the most negative score, namely -1.2, with a standard deviation of 1.6. Regarding dimensionality, without exception the service level in all four :.dimensions fell short of the desired expectation when the MSS was used. The two dimensions with the same least negative score of -0. 7 were 'directing and monitoring' and 'responsiveness and reliability', both with standard deviations of o·:9. The dimension 'board capacity' recorded a score of -0.8 and 'assurance' a score of --0.9, again both with a standard deviation of0.9. Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) recommend that service further be assessed by subtracting the lowest acceptable service level from the experienced service level. This should be done not only for each item but also for each dimension and for the overall instrument, with the answer called the measure of service adequacy (MSA). In items and dimensions where this measure gives a positive answer the experienced service level exceeds the lowest acceptable service level. In items and dimensions where this measure gives a negative answer the ex-S A lr.J Bus Managc.1999.30(2) perienced service level is lower than the lowest acceptable service level.
The cakulated MS~ for the overall assessment resulted in a mean service level of +0.5 (standard deviation o 9) Th. · . . · · IS 1m. phes that the mean experienced service exceeded the I . owest acceptable service by 0.5 when measured on a seven-· I W . h . h point sea e. 1t out exception, w en measured against this low. ered standard, the service level in all items exceeded the low. est acceptable expectation when the MSA was used. The two items that had the most positive mean score were 'avoidin conflict with personal interests' (mean score + 1.3 and stanl ard deviation 1.4) and 'providing adequate networking' (mean score + 1.1 and standard deviation I. 6). Three items re· corded the same least positive score of +0.1 (all with standard deviations 1.4 or 1.5), namely 'disallowing each other pri· vate, hidden agendas'. 'being always properly prepared for meetings' and 'doing their homework thoroughly'. Three dimensions recorded the same positive mean score of +0.5, with 'directing and monitoring' having a standard deviation of 1.0, 'board capacity' having a standard deviation of I.I and 'assurance' having a standard deviation of 1.2. The dimension with the highest positive score was 'responsiveness and reliability', with a mean score of +0.6 and a standard devia· tion of 1.0.
Comparison of the zones of tolerance and actual service in the two sectors
Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 202) report that a desired service level and an adequate service level are separated by a zone of tolerance. This area represents the range of service perfonnance that is regarded as acceptable. In Parasuraman et al. 's (1994: 216) assessment of the service levels of four companies, the width of the zones of tolerance in the dimensions are just over one on a nine-point scale. The respondents' overall mean tolerance was l.05 for the public entities and 1.27 for the listed industrial companies. The zones of tolerance in the four dimensions are indicated in Table I .
Judging by the zones of tolerance reported by Parasurarnan et al. (I 994: 216, Figure I) , that is approximately one on a nine-point scale in respect of the life insurance company, the South African respondents were at least as toierant as those in the United States. The poor MSA scores reported for the non· executive directors in public entities are therefore not a result of intolerance on the part of the South African respondents. The actual service is the point in issue. A graphical summary of these findings is given in Figure I .
As can be seen from Figure I , the corporate governance service of the public entity non-executive directors was in all dimensions at a level below the zone of tolerance. The service 
International comparison
Service quality can probably best be assessed if the results are compared with the results of similar studies of service quality in other service industries. Churchill ( 1979: 72) sees :his as the final step in developing a valid instrument. In order to further analyze the results of these assessments of corporate governance service, the results were compared with the results of assessments of service where SERVQUAL was used. The comparisons were done on two levels, namely the measure of service superiority and the measure of service adequacy.
Two sets of published assessments of service at the MSS level where SERVQUAL was used, were compared with the assessment of corporate governance service at the MSS level in public entities and in listed industrial companies. Parasuraman et al. (1993: 147) , read alongside Parasuraman et al. (1991: 446) , produced an MSS assessment of an insurance company on a seven-point scale. This assessment is compared in Table 2 with the assessment of corporate governance service.
Although the dimensions were not the same, the insurance company managed to give superior service in one of the dimensions. The worst assessment of the insurance company, namely -1.6, was the same as the best assessment received by the public entity non-executive directors. The worst assessment received by the public entity directors (-2.1) was ;ubstantially worse than that received by the insurance company (-1.6). The listed company directors, on the other hand, although still recording negative findings at this high expected service level, outperformed the insurance and public entity sectors -the latter by far.
Herbert ( 1994: 17) reports library service findings using SERVQUAL as an instrument. Herbert's results and the cornorate governance findings are compared in Table 3 .
In their best dimension the library service was superior by 1.2 while public entity non-executive directors fell short by 1.6 on theirs. Public entity non-executive directors also did substantially worse in their best dimension than the library service providers in their worst dimension. Listed company directors recorded a far better service than the public entity non-executive directors but still did not render any superior service.
This shows conclusively that, using MSS as a yardstick. public entity non-executive directors did not deliver any superior service in the measured dimensions. When compared with similar studies, other service providers rendered superior service in one of the measured dimensions. The public entity non-executive directors' service was rated substantially worse than other comparable services that had been reported on. The listed company directors also did not render any superior service on any of the dimensions but their service was nevertheless substantially better than that of the public entity directors. Parasuraman et al. ( 1994: 217) report the service assessments of four companies at the MSA level. As these assessments were done on a nine-point scale, a comparison with the corporate governance service (done on a seven-point scale) should favour the corporate governance service. This comparison is shown in Table 4 . At this lower level of service expectation the measure of service adequacy (MSA) level three of the four companies, as well as the listed entity directors, provided the service at least adequately in all the measured dimensions. The service of the company rated worst still outperformed the public entity nonexecutive directors' service as it was rated more than adequate in one dimension while in its worst-rated dimension it did better than the publi~ entity non-executive directors in their best dimension. The non-executive directors' service in public entities was rated as unacceptable in all the measured dimensions by a substantial margin, while the listed company directors, service was rated as acceptabl~.
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